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The WSIPP benefit-cost analysis examines, on an apples-to-apples basis, the monetary value of
programs or policies to determine whether the benefits from the program exceed its costs. WSIPP’s
research approach to identifying evidence-based programs and policies has three main steps. First,
we determine “what works” (and what does not work) to improve outcomes using a statistical
technique called meta-analysis. Second, we calculate whether the benefits of a program exceed its
costs. Third, we estimate the risk of investing in a program by testing the sensitivity of our results. For
more detail on our methods, see our technical documentation.

 
Program Description: Therapeutic communities are the most intensive form of substance abuse
treatment.  These residential living units are highly structured using a hierarchical model among
peers within the community.  Offenders gain responsibility as they progress through the stages of
treatment.  Depending on the level of dependency and the program, therapeutic communities can
range from 6 to 18 months.  

 
The estimates shown are present value, life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars are expressed in the base year chosen for this analysis (2014).  The economic
discount rates and other relevant parameters are described in our technical documentation.

Current estimates replace old estimates. Numbers will change over time as a result of model inputs and monetization methods.

Benefit-Cost Summary

Program benefits Summary statistics

Participants $0 Benefit to cost ratio $1.97
Taxpayers $3,573 Benefits minus costs $4,839
Other (1) $6,971 Probability of a positive net present value 94 %
Other (2) ($714)
Total $9,830
Costs ($4,990)
Benefits minus cost $4,839

Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates

Source of benefits
Benefits to

Participants Taxpayers Other (1) Other (2) Total benefits

From primary participant
Crime $0 $3,572 $6,970 $1,796 $12,338
Adjustment for deadweight cost of program $0 $0 $1 ($2,510) ($2,509)

Totals $0 $3,573 $6,971 ($714) $9,830

We created the two “other” categories to report results that do not fit neatly in the “participant” or “taxpayer” perspectives. In the “Other (1)” category we
include the benefits of reductions in crime victimization, the economic spillover benefits of improvement in human capital outcomes, and the benefits from
private or employer-paid health insurance. In the “Other (2)” category we include estimates of the net changes in the value of a statistical life and net
changes in the deadweight costs of taxation.

http://www.wsipp.wa.gov/TechnicalDocumentation/WsippBenefitCostTechnicalDocumentation.pdf
http://www.wsipp.wa.gov/TechnicalDocumentation/WsippBenefitCostTechnicalDocumentation.pdf


 

Detailed Cost Estimates

Annual cost Program duration Year dollars Summary statistics

Program costs $4,990 1 2014 Present value of net program costs (in 2014 dollars) ($4,990)
Comparison costs $0 1 2014 Uncertainty (+ or - %) 10 %

Estimate provided by the Washington State Department of Corrections.

The figures shown are estimates of the costs to implement programs in Washington. The comparison group costs reflect either no treatment or treatment
as usual, depending on how effect sizes were calculated in the meta analysis. The uncertainty range is used in Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in our
technical documentation.

Meta-Analysis of Program Effects
Outcomes measured Primary or

secondary
participant

No. of
effect
sizes

Treatment
N

Unadjusted effect size
(random effects model)

Adjusted effect sizes and standard errors used in the benefit-
cost analysis

First time ES is estimated Second time ES is estimated
ES p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age

Crime Primary 18 7596 -0.119 0.001 -0.119 0.029 32 -0.119 0.029 42

Citations Used in the Meta-Analysis
Aiello, H.S. (1989). Assessment of a mentor program on self-concept and achievement variables of middle school underachievers. Dissertation Abstracts

International, 49(07), 1699A.

Eisenberg, M., Riechers, L., & Arrigona, N. (2001). Evaluation of the performance of the Texas Department of Criminal Justice Rehabilitation Tier Programs.
Austin, TX: Criminal Justice Policy Council.

Bernstein, L., Rappaport, C.D., Olsho, L., Hunt, D., Levin, M. (with Dyous, C., . . . Rhodes, W.). (2009). Impact evaluation of the U.S. Department of Education's
Student Mentoring Program: Final report. Washington, DC : National Center for Education Evaluation and Regional Assistance.

Fabelo, T. (1999). Three year recidivism tracking of offenders participating in substance abuse treatment programs. Texas Criminal Justice Policy Council.

DeSocio, J., VanCura, M., Nelson, L.A., Hewitt, G., Kitzman, H., & Cole, R. (2007). Engaging truant adolescents: Results from a multifaceted intervention pilot.
Preventing School Failure, 51(3), 3-9.

Gransky, L.A., & Jones, R.J. (1995). Evaluation of the post-release status of substance abuse program participants. Chicago: Illinois Criminal Justice Information
Authority.

Flaherty, B.P. (1985). An experiment in mentoring for high school students assigned to basic courses. Dissertation Abstracts International, 46(2), 352A.

http://www.wsipp.wa.gov/TechnicalDocumentation/WsippBenefitCostTechnicalDocumentation.pdf


Hall, E.A., Prendergast, M.L., Wellisch, J., Patten, M., & Cao, Y. (2004). Treating drug-abusing women prisoners: An outcomes evaluation of the Forever Free
program. The Prison Journal, 84(1), 81-105.

Grossman, J.B., & Tierney, J.P. (1998). Does mentoring work? An impact study of the Big Brothers Big Sisters program. Evaluation Review, 22(3), 403-426.

Hanson, G. (2000). Pine Lodge intensive inpatient treatment program. Tumwater: Washington State Department of Corrections, Planning and Research
Section.

Harmon, M.A. (1996). Reducing drug use among pregnant and parenting teens: A program evaluation and theoretical examination. Dissertation Abstracts
International, 56(08), 3319A.

Klebe, K.J., & O'Keefe, M. (2004). Outcome evaluation of the Crossroads to Freedom House and Peer I therapeutic communities (Document No. 208126).
Washington, DC: National Institute of Justice.

Herrera, C., Grossman, J B., Kauh, T.J., & McMaken, J. (2011). Mentoring in schools: An impact study of Big Brothers Big Sisters school- based mentoring.
Child Development, 82(1), 346-361.

Knight, K., Simpson, D.D., & Hiller, M.L. (1999). Three-year reincarceration outcomes for in-prison therapeutic community treatment in Texas. The Prison
Journal, 79(3), 337-351.

Johnson, A. (1999). Sponsor-a-Scholar: Long-term impacts of a youth mentoring program on student performance (Document No. PR99-99). Princeton, NJ:
Mathematica Policy Research.

Messina, N., Burdon, W., & Prendergast, M. (2006). Prison-based treatment for drug-dependent women offenders: Treatment versus no treatment. Journal
of Psychoactive Drugs, 38(sup3), 333-343.

Reyes, O., & Jason, L.A. (1991). An evaluation of a high school dropout prevention program. Journal of Community Psychology, 19(3), 221-230.

Miller, J.M., & Miller, H.V. (2011). Considering the effectiveness of drug treatment behind bars: Findings from the South Carolina RSAT evaluation. Justice
Quarterly, 28(1), 70-86.

Schinke, S.P., Cole, K,C., & Poulin, S.R. (2000). Enhancing the educational achievement of at-risk youth. Prevention Science, 1(1), 51-60.

Pealer, J.A. (2004). A community of peers—promoting behavior change: The effectiveness of a therapeutic community for juvenile male offenders in reducing
recidivism. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Cincinnati, Ohio.

Pelissier, B., Rhodes, W., Saylor, W., Gaes, G., Camp, S.D., Vanyur, S.D., & Wallace, S. (2000). TRIAD drug treatment evaluation project final report of three-year
outcomes: Part 1. Washington, DC: Federal Bureau of Prisons, Office of Research.

Prendergast, M.L., Hall, E.A., Wexler, H.K., Melnick, G., & Cao, Y. (2004). Amity prison-based therapeutic community: 5-year outcomes. The Prison Journal,
84(1), 36-60.

Taxman, F.S. & Spinner, D.L. (1997). Jail addiction services (JAS) demonstration project in Montgomery County, Maryland: Jail and community based substance
abuse treatment program model. College Park, MD: University of Maryland.

Tunis, S., Austin, J., Morris, M., Hardyman, P., & Bolyard, M. (1996). Evaluation of drug treatment in local corrections(Document No. NCJ 159313). Washington,
DC: National Institute of Justice.

Van Stelle, K.R., & Moberg, D.P. (2004). Outcome data for MICA clients after participation in an institutional therapeutic community. Journal of Offender
Rehabilitation, 39(1), 37-62.

Wexler, H.K., Falkin, G.P., & Lipton, D.S. (1990). Outcome evaluation of a prison therapeutic community for substance abuse treatment. Criminal Justice and
Behavior, 17(1), 71-92.

Zhang, S.X., Roberts, R.E.L., & McCollister, K.E. (2011). Therapeutic community in a California prison: Treatment outcomes after 5 years. Crime & Delinquency,
57(1), 82-101.

For further information, contact:
(360) 586-2677, institute@wsipp.wa.gov

Printed on 01-16-2016

Washington State Institute for Public Policy

The Washington State Legislature created the Washington State Insititute for Public Policy in 1983.  A Board of Directors-representing the legislature,
the governor, and public universities-governs WSIPP and guides the development of all activities.  WSIPP's mission is to carry out practical research,
at legislative direction, on issues of importance to Washington State.


